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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare the perceptions of
classroom environments between students in collaborative classes
(n=13) and students in resource classes (n= 40) as measured by the
Classroom Environment Scale.

Due to research limitations

descriptive statistics were used to interpret the results of the
study.

Findings positively favored the use of collaborative

teaching as a service delivery model for the instruction of
students with learning disabilities.

------

-
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A Comparison of the Perceptions of Classroom Environments Between
Students in Collaborative Classes and Students in Resource Classes

Since the passage of the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act (renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act) in 1975, the field of special education has witnessed a
steady, albeit slow, progression from separatism toward
integration of students with mild disabilities into the regular
classroom.

This was partially due to the law's Least Restrictive

Environment (LRE) clause which mandated the following:
To the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children,
including children in public or private institutions or
other care facilities, are educated with children who are
not handicapped; and special classes, separate schooling, or
other removal of children from the regular education
environment occur only when the natur

and severity of th

handicap is such that education in regular

la ses, with the

use of supplemental aides and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily (Schattman & Benay, 1992, p.9).
The Regular Education Initiative proponents questioned the
interpretation of LRE in the mid 1980's (Reynolds, Wang, &
Walberg, 1987; sapon-Shevin,

1987; Stainbeck & Stainbeck,

1984;
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Will, 1986), which resulted in a call for the re-examination of
service delivery models within special education.
During this period several models were developed to assist
in the integration of students with mild disabilities, which
included collaborative consultation and collaborative teaching.
The former was defined by Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb & Nevin (1986)
as a process-oriented model, whereby an instructional team of
general and special educators develops a specific program for the
disabled student, with the regular classroom teacher being
responsible for implementation of the program.

Collaborative

teaching (or cooperative teaching, co-teaching) "refers to an
educational approach in which general and special educators work
in a coactive and coordinated fashion to jointly teach
academically and behaviorally heterogeneous groups of students in
educationally integrated settings (i.e., general classrooms)"
(Bauwens, Hourcade, & Friend, 1989, p. 18).
Statement of the Problem
This research will narrow its focus to study the
collaborative approach to teaching students with learning
disabilities (LD).

The effect this model has on student ratings

of relationships and the organizational structure of the
classroom, in comparison to a traditional resource (or p ull-out)

Classroom Environments
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setting, will be explored.

A resource setting is defined as an

instructional setting in which students with learning disabilities
are homogeneously grouped academically, thereby separating them
from nondisabled peers for specific subject remediation.

Classroom Environments
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Review of Related Literature

Evolution..Qf�eci_g_J,_�dl!.£§.tion_Programs
Although special education was not mandated by federal law
until the passage of PL 94-142, it found its earliest roots in the
late 1800s with the Progressive Era reforms, beginning some of the
first classes for disabled children (Franklin, 1989).

In the

1960s a segregated model was widely used, whereby students with
disabilities received instruction in segregated classes or
separate buildings.
With the 1954 decision of Brown versus Board of Education
abolishing the legality of school segregation of races, concerns
about educational segregation of students with disabilities were
brought to the forefront (Schattman & Benay, 1992).

Research by

Ainsworth (1959), Baldwin (1959), and Thurstone (1959) suggested
that segregated classes for students with disabilities were not
effective and possibly harmful to students (cited in Hammill,
1993).

Schattman and Benay (1992) stated that "concerns over the

placement of children in separate schools and special classes
within regular school were based on evidence that segregated
practices were inherently discriminatory, racially biased,
instructionally ineffective, socially and psychologically

Classroom Environments
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Wood (1992) stated that supporters of the REI called for a
restructuring of special and general education to serve all
children more effectively.
low-achieving

The reform focused on two groups of

students--those identified as mildly disabled

(emotionally disturbed, learning disabled, and mentally retarded)
and those at risk for school failure due to economic or social
factors.
(1)

Listed are conditions that were addressed by the REI:
Special education had become a "dumping ground" for

students who were not truly disabled but, rather difficult
to teach.
(2) A lack of consistency was evident in defining categories
of students with disabilities, especially for the category
of learning disabilities.

This resulted in a great

discrepancy between and within school divisions

nd states

regarding which students were eligible for special

ducation

services.
(3) Unnecessary barriers were created that excluded stud nts
with special needs from becoming fully integrated into
school and community life.

This served as a disadvantage to

students both with and without disabilities.
(4) There [sic) was lack of compelling evidence of the
validity of categories and other special requirements in

Classroom Environments
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prompting expected educational outcomes.
(5) Educators were disenchanted with tracking systems in
general.

Special education was viewed as one of the most

rigid tracks.
(6) There [sic) was a lack of standardized curriculum in
pull-out programs (e.g., resource room).

In cases where

such a curriculum was used, it was not linked to the core
curriculum used in the regular classroom.
(7) Requirements for excessive and oppressive paperwork
existed without evidence of direct benefit to the students
served ( p . 2 9) .
Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg (1987) pointed out that many
schools encounter a losing battle when serving students with
special needs due to "disjointed incrementalism."

The t rm refers

to
what happens when a series of narrowly framed programs is
launched one by one, each program well-justifi din its own
time and way, but based on the assumption that it do s not
interact with others.

Each program has its own eligibility,

accountability, funding, and advocacy systems.

The result

is extreme disjointedness, which also leads to excesses of
proceduralism, including the tedious, costly, and

Classroom Environments
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scientifically questionable categorizing of students and
programs (p. 393).
Will (1984) questioned the enforcement of LRE when she asked
"Under what circumstances can it be concluded that placement in a
self-contained classroom of a regular school will not lead to the
satisfactory achievement of education, but that placement in a
separate, segregated school program will" (p.4)?
The literature has indicated that students are entering the
ranks of special education at an alarmingly rapid rate.
for the rise in this population include:

Causes

(a) the percentage of

children living in poverty is increasing at a steady rate,

(b) the

fertility rate for women in a low income category is higher than
for women in middle and high income categories,

(c) children

living in poverty are judged as needing special education or
remedial services at a higher rate by their teachers, and (d)
survival rates for low birthweight children are higher, which
directly correlates to a need for special education (Reynolds, et
al.,

1987). In addition to an incr ase in the

conomically

disadvantaged , public schools are witnessing a rise in stud n s
with diverse cultural backgrounds, as well as bilingual students.
These children also need additional services in order to succ
in the classroom (Cosden, 1990). With the potential for an

d

Classroom Environments
16
increased demand for limited funding, special programs need to be
streamlined in order to accomodate the expanding numbers of
students (Reynolds, et al., 1987).
The intent of the REI was not to "mainstream" all identified
special education and at-risk students back into the regular
classroom without support systems.

Instead, the REI called for a

reconstruction of the general classroom so teachers could educate
effectively over a wide range of differences among students
(Reynolds,

1989; Wang, et al., 1985; Will, 1984).

While pull-out programs may be helpful for certain students
(such as the severely handicapped), such programs are more
likely to have negative results, including discontinuities
and interruptions of the instructional/learning process for
teachers and students, loss of district control over
specialized programs, and fostering of narrow categorical
attitudes and progran�ing (Wang, et al., 1985, p.66).
In reference to his continuum of service model, Reynolds (1989)
stated that "we are prepared now to lop off the top two levels of
the continuum; that is, it is now well demonstrated that w

can

deliver special education and related services within general
school buildings and at a continuum level no higher than the
special class"

(p.8) .
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planning of individualized instruction, familiarity with
individual behavior management techniques, knowledge of
individual standardized tests, knowledge of remedial
techniques and materials, empathy for disabilities, rapport
with an individual student and his or her parents, focus on
the process of learning, experience in administration and
interpretation of diagnostic tools, and a knowledge of
outside special resources (Sevakis & Harris,

1992, p.

59-60).
Collaborative teaching offers administrative flexibility
which lends itself to a variety of classroom arrangements.
Bauwens, et al. (1989) defined three options, which include
comp lementary instruction,

(a)

(b) team teaching, and (c) supportive

learning activities.
In complementary instruction, the general education teacher
maintains primary responsibility for teaching th
subject matter in the instructional program.

specific

The special

educator assumes primary responsibility for students'
mastery of the academic survival skills necessary to acquire
the subject content....Through a team-teaching cooperative
arrangement, the general and special educators jointly plan
and teach academic subject content to all students... (In the

Classroom Environments
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supportive activities approach] the general education
teacher maintains responsibility for delivering the
essential content of the instruction, while the special
education teacher is responsible for developing and
implementing supplementary and supportive learning
activities (Bauwens, et al., 1989, p. 19-20).
Collaborative teaching provides many positive experiences
that benefit the student psychologically and academically.

The

negative stigma that is attached to the label ''learning disabled"
is removed
Hourcade,

(Adamson, Matthews, & Schuller, 1990; Bauwens &
1991; Friend & Cook, 1992), as well as the feeling of

alienation that results from being removed from the student's
peers (Bauwens & Hourcade, 1991).

The opportunity exists for

students to develop relationships with non-handicapped peers, who
can serve as positive role models, and acquire a sense of
belonging to the community (Schattman, 1992).

Students .Ln

collaborative classes have been reported to have a more posjtiv
self-esteem, which contributes to higher academic achievement and
better behavior (Friend, et al.,

1992; Harris, Harvey, Garcia,

Innes, Lynn, Munoz, sexton, & Stoica, 1987; Schattman,

1992).

In

addition, academic gains result from the continuity and
flexibility of the model.

Learning becomes less fragmented, for
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students do not lose any classr
oom time in transition, and the
teacher can relate remediation directly to
the material taught
(Friend, et al., 1992).

Flexibility affords non-identified

students who do not qualify for a specific categorical program an
opportunity to receive remediation (Bauwens, et al., 1889,
3auwens, et a1 • , 1991).

Collaborative teaching functions on a

Proactive basis, allowing for immediate modifications or
interventions, which can decrease the likelihood for more
intensive special education services (Bauwens, et al., 1989).
Both general and special education teachers can derive many
opportunities for professional and personal growth when they enter
a collaborati
ve teaching arrangement.
co teachers

Through modeling, the

learn valuable skills from each teacher's area of

expertise (Adamson,
et al., 1990; Schattman, 1992).

Communication

between the
special educator and general educator is strengthened
Which minimiz
es any duplication of instruction to the student
(Bauwens, et al, 1989).

Many teachers experience increased job

satisfacti
on and a reduction in job related stress resulting from
collegial support,
shared responsibility for students, and
immediate

recognition of contributions and successes (Cosden,

1990; Harris, et al., 1987; Messersmith & Piantek, 1988;
Schattman, 1992; Sevakis & Harris, 1992) ·
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The Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM) generated
one of the earliest bodies of research that explored the effects
of mainstreaming with collaborative teaching as one of its
components (Wang, Rubenstein, & Reynolds, 1985).

The ALEM evolved

from a decade of field testing at the University of Pittsburgh's
Learning Research and Development Center, and since 1968 over 150
school districts across 28 states used it as a model (Wang &
Birch, 1984).

Wang (cited in Wang & Birch, 1984, 1984a) defined

the goal of the ALEM as a way to provide an effective educat ional
alternative that accommodates the instructional and service needs
of individual students within the regular classroom.

One of th

major components of the model was "a flexible grouping and
instructional team system designed to increase the use of
t eachers' and students' talents, time, and educational resources"
(Wang, et al., 1985, p. 63).

In a quantitative synthesis of

studies using the ALEM, students made positive gains in
achievem ent, and researchers noted even stronger positjve effects
in student attitude and behavior (Wang, et al., 1985).
Jenkins, Jewell, Leicester, Jenkins, and Troutner (1991)
examined the results of a four-year study that redesigned speci
al
and remedial services on the elementary level through the use
of
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cooperative learning, peer tutoring, and in-class services
from
specialists.

They hypothesized that these practices would improve

achievement and behavior of students beyond the level of
gains
made in traditional pull-out programs.

No measurable effects were

ascertained as a result of the three treatments.
A collaborative teaching program which was instituted in a
Midwest middle school was set up according to a "house plan."
Weidmeyer and Lehman (1991) defined the plan as a clustering of
teachers and students into small groups with three or four
teachers and approximately 130 students in each "house."

Students

rotated among the teachers for their academic subjects and met as
a gro up for assemblies and special activities.

This plan

facilitated the integration of students with learning disabilities
into the regular classroom, with the special education teache r
prov iding adaptations through collaborative teaching activiti s.
One year into the program Weidmeyer and Lehman (1991) conduct d a
survey to obtain feedback from teachers, students, and parents.
Results indicated a very positive opinion from all who were
p olled.

Teachers viewed the program as a viable option to

pull-out programs, agreeing that students made gains both
academically, socially, and emotionally.

Parents were especially

pleased with student gains in self-concept and academic
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performance.

The students felt the program helped them to feel

better about themselves and gave them a sense of
belonging.
Walsh (1991) reported the outcome of a pilot program whic
h
introduced a cooperative teaching model in four secondary
schools.
Schools and teachers came into the program on a volunteer
basis
and received intensive in-service prior to implementation
of the
program.

In the spring a survey asked teachers, parents, and

students to compare the cooperative teaching experience to that of
the previous year.

A summary of results implied that all groups

in the program preferred cooperative teaching to the traditional
pull-out model.

A general consensus that students enjoyed school

more, learned more, and felt better about themselves resulted from
the program.

In addition, teachers noted a transfer of skills

among themselves, each gaining from the others area of expertise.
Meyers, Gelzheiser, and Yelich (1991) designed a study to
exa mine general education teachers' perceptions of collaborative
Planning meetings with remedial reading and special educat ion
teachers.

It focused on whether collaborative planning was

perceived to be different by teachers whose students received
supplemental reading instruction through a traditional pull-ou
t
Program, to that of students who received services by a specialist
within the classroom environment (pull-in).

The pull-in teachers
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reading and their perceptions of the classroom environment as
rated on a social climate scale.

To evaluate teaming skills of
The

teachers, classroom interactions were measured.

process-consultation model showed student gains in reading
comprehension, whereas the
reasoning.

pull-out model showed gains in math

In evaluating social climate, students with LD in the

process-consultation model expressed greater satisfaction with
their classroom environment and perceived their work to be less
difficult than students in the pull-out model.

Teaming teachers

were found to provide more feedback to students and and to have
increased interactions with each other of a supportive nature.
The history of special education in the United States has
evolved from total segregation toward a more integrated approach
to service delivery.

collaborative teaching is one option that

has b een introduced to accommodate this trend toward int grat..L
on.
Much of the literature written to support its usage is anecdotal
in nature (Adamson, et al,
O'Connor, et al.,

1990; Messersmith & Piantek,

1992; Schattman & Benay,

1988;

1992; S vakis & Jlaccis,

1992) or teaching model descriptions (Bauwens & Hourcade,
Cook & Friend, 1991; Donaldson & Christiansen, 1990).

1991;

Although

research supports the effectiveness of col laborative teach
ing
(Carlson, et al.,

1984; Jenkins, et al., 1991; Meyers, et al.,
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1991; Walsh, 1991; Wang, et al., 1985; Weidmeyer & Lehman, 1991),
more must be executed to substantiate to parents, teachers, and
administrators that this method is a viable solution for serving
students with learning disabilities in the least restrictive
environment.
Statement of thejiy.Qoth.es�.12..
Students with learning disabilities who receive English
instruction in a collaborative setting have a more positive
perception of the classroom environment, as measured by the CES,
than students with learning disabilities who receive English
instruction in a resource setting.
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Method

The sample for the study was selected from the total
Population of 54 sixth and seventh grade LD students who were
enrolled

in collaborative and pull-out classes for English in a

rn.iddle school located in a suburban middle-class county in
central

v·irginia.
enrolled

Two groups were formed from the sample: all 14 students
in the collaborative classes who are system identified as

LD (C) an
d all 40 system identified LD students enrolled in
res ou rce cl
asses (R).
SUbgro ups

Groups were further divided into two

according to classroom teachers.

County criteria for LD placement are:
Proc es sin
· g disorder,

(a) existence of a

(b) a significant discrepancy (15 points)

betwe en ab
ility and achieveme nt, and (c) a causal relationship
betw een t
he processing disorder and the achievement deficit.
Scho ol IEP
com mittee determines the educational setting for
se rvice

delivery through committee consensus.

Depending upon

n eed , a
student may be placed in up to three resource classes:
langu ag

e arts, math, and science.

The Classroom Environment Scale, Second Edition (CES),

The
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originally published by Moos and Trickett in 1974, was the
instrument of measure for the study.

This instrument "'evaluates

the extent to which a classroom is perceived to provide conditions
in which students can learn with effective supports and
opportunities for positive peer relationships"' (Smith,
174) .

1990, p.

The test explored three social climate dimensions:

relationships, personal growth/goal orientation, and system
maintenance and change.
subscales.

Within the three dimensions are nine

Refer to Table 1 for the CES subscale and dimension

descriptions.
Due to time constraints, the shortened version of the CES Form R
was used (referred to as Form S).

Form S (see Appendix A)

consists of 36 statements which required the students to answer
true or false if they believed the statement was mostly true or
mostly false.
Smith (1990) provided an evaluation of normative data,
reliability, and validity for the CES.

For Form R, the CES was

standardized using 382 classrooms, with separate norms given for
various subject areas.

Reliability was established with internal

consistencies calculated for 22 classrooms (N=465) with a range of
.67 to .86.

"Construct validity has been demonstrated in a number

of studies that find strong CES (Form R) subscale association with

Classroom Environments
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Table 1
CES Subscale and Dimensions Description

Relationship Dimensions
1. Involvement

the extent to which students are
attentive and interested in class
activities, participate in
discussions, and do additional work
on their own

2. Affiliation

the level of friendship students
feel for each other, as expressed by
getting to know each other, helping
each other with homework, and
enjoying working together

3. Teacher Support

the amount of help and frienship the
teacher manifests toward students;
how much the teacher talks openly
with students, trusts them, and is
interested in their ideas
Personal Growth/Goal Orientation
Dimensions

4. Task Orientation

the amount of emphasis on completing
planned activities and staying on
the subject matter

5. Competition

how much students compete with each
other for grades and recognition and
how hard it is to achieve good
grades
System Maintenance and Change
Dimensions

6. Order and
Organization

the emphasis on completing

Classroom Environments
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Table 1

(cont.}

planned activities and staying on
the subject matter
7. Rule Clarity

the emphasis on establishing and
following a clear set of rules and
on students knowing what the
consequences will be if they do not
follow them; the extent to which the
teacher is consistent in dealing
with students who break rules

8. Teacher Control

how strict the teacher is in
enforcing the rules, the severity of
punishment for rule infactions, and
how much students get into trouble
in the class

9. Innovation

how much students contribute to
planning classroom activities, and
the extent to which the teacher uses
new techniques and encourages
creative thinking

Note. From Classroom Environment Scale Manual (p.2} by R. Moos and
E. Trickett, 1987, Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press,
Inc. Copyright 1987 by Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
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classroom observational and teacher interview data" (p. 175).

Procedure
The test was distributed among the classroom teachers who
agreed to participate in the study. The researcher gave the
classroom teachers one week to administer the test so as not to
interfere with instructional time.

In the collaborative

classrooms, teachers marked an "X" in the circle on the back of
the answer sheet to provide identification for subgrouping.
(Students were not alerted to the marking system.)

While

administering the test, the teacher read the brief instructions on
the cover of the test booklet along with the students.

On request

the teacher was permitted to provide simple clarification of word
meanings.

A fifteen minute time allotment was needed for test

completion and collection.

After testing, each teacher placed the

tests in an unmarked envelope and checked off appropriate
information (refer to Appendix B), then returned them to a
designated collector.

AnaJ¥sis of Data
Using the answer key, every answer that matched the
corresponding answer on the key was counted as one.

Mean scores

for each subgroup were calculated and converted to standard scores
using a chart provided by the test publisher.

Standard scores for

Classroom Environments
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each subgroup were combined according to classroom type, C or R.
From that a mean and range of standard scores for each classroom
type were derived.

Inferential statistics were not ap plied due to

lack of randomization and limited sample size.

Classroom Environments
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Results

Results were graphed through Exploratory Data Analysis using
a Multiple Box-and-Whisker Plot (Polemus, 1992).

Vertical bars

represent the range of data centered on the mean.

Involvement
The C group scored significantly higher (M=56), with less
variation between subgroups, than the R group (M=49.5) on the
subscale dimension involvement (see Figure 1).

Affiliation
The C group scored significantly higher (M=61.25) than the R
group (M=52.5) on the subscale dimension affiliation.

Variation

between C subgroups was greater than variation between R subgroups
( see Figure 2) .

Teacher sqpport
The C group scored higher (M=56.5), with less variation
between subgroups,

than the R group (M=54.5) on the subscale

dimension teacher support (see Figure 3).

Task Orientation
The C group scored lower (M=53.75), with greater variation
between subgroups, than the R group (M=59.25) on the subscale
dimension task orientation (see figure 4).
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Multiple Box-and-Whisker Plot
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Range of data centered on the mean for the
subscale dimension affiliation.
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subscale dimension teacher support.
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Competition
Both groups scored similarly (C M=65.75, R M= 66), with much
broader variation between C subgroups, on the subscale dimension
competition (see figure 5).
Order and Organization
The C group scored significantly higher (M=55.5), than the R
group (M = 45.5) on the subscale dimension order and

organization.

Variation between both subgroups was moderate (se e fig ure 6).

RuJe clarity
There was close to a significant difference betwe en groups,
with C being higher (M=61.5) than the R group (M=54.25)
subscale dimension rule clarity.
was lower for C

Teacher

on

the

The variation between subgroups

(see figure 7).

Control

Group C scored lower (M=57.5), with less variation be tween
subgr oups, than the R gr oup (M=62)

on

the subscale teacher contr o l

(see figure 8) .
Innovation
There was a significant difference between groups, with the
C group being higher (M=63) than the R group (M= 55), on the
s ubscale innovation.
(see figure 9) .

There was less var iation between C subgro ups
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Range of data centered on the mean for the
subscale dimension innovation.
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Discussion

Due to certain constraints several barriers to achieving a
representative sample arose.

Since collaborative teach ing

is

not

a standard service delivery model, the population within the
chosen school distri ct was limited.

Matched samples were ru led

out as an option, because they required parental permission to
gain necessary information from confidential files.

Acquiring

permission would have been costly, time consuming, and a low
response rate was anticipated.
the testing sample.

Instead, intact gro ups served as

The researcher erroneously assumed that the

number of students with LD in collaborative classes was larger,
leading to the creation of disproportionate comparison groups.
Additional testing of collaborative groups would have re q uired
gaining further permission at the co unty and school building
level, as well as establishing a coordinator within the school to
supervise data collection.
In view of these limitations the researcher cautions that
the res ults of this study are tentative and generalization should
be confined to the sampled population.
In general, results were consistent with the hypothesis
statement.

Descriptive statistics that were generated from the
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study showed higher ratings by students in collaborative classes,
in comparison to resource classes, on six of nine CES subscales.
Both groups rated the subscale of competition similarly, whereas
task orientation and teacher control were the only subscales that
the resource group scored higher.
The co-taught classes, in comparison to the resource
classes, rated the subscale of involvement high.

This subscale

explored student attitudes toward interest in class activities,
participation in discussions, and working independently (Moos,
1987) .

These results were in congruence with Wang et al. (1985)

recording positive trends toward increased perception of
self-competence of students who were participants in ALEM
programs.
Students in the collaborative classes rated the subscale of
affiliation higher than their resource counterparts.

This was

consistent with the literature where peer acceptance and support
were cited as positive outcomes of the collaborative model
(Carlson, et al.,

1984, Wang, et al.,

1985).

Weidmeyer and Lehman

(1991) poignantly demonstrated this point when quoting a middle
school student with LD who participated in a co-taught class for
the first time.

She said,

"[I have the] sense that I'm like the

others, and I don't care that anyone knows now.

But last year I
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was trying to make friends and didn't want my learning disability
to get in the way"

(p. 9).

Meyers, et al.

(1991) likened collaborative teaching to an

ongoing vehicle for staff development, with each teacher
broadening their knowledge base and skills by working together.
With the interaction that must take place when a collaborative
program is working effectively, it was not surprising to learn
that students in the program rated it much higher on the subscale
of innovation.
Two teachers in the classroom can make it easier to maintain
control, and to individualize attention to students in need.

The

related subscales of teacher support and order and organization,
which were scored higher by co-taught students, gives support to
this premise.
The only subscale where the two groups were almost equal in
scoring was competition.

Carlson et al.

( 1984) reported a similar

finding where there was no significant difference between groups
on the social climate dimension of competitiveness.

With both

groups scoring high in comparison to the standard score of 50, the
researcher feels the students may have felt the classroom climate
to be too competitive, and achievement of good grades
unattainable.

This may be attributable to an external locus of
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control that is characteristic of many students with LD.
Lower scoring by co-taught students on the subcales of task
orientation and teacher control did not necessarily imply a loss
of teacher authority.

Studies have indicated that a moderate

amount of structure relates to an atmosphere of commitment and
morale, whereas a higher level can breed rigidness and
restrictiveness (Moos,

1987).

Even with the given limitations, the researcher finds the
results to be encouraging and supportive of collaborative
teaching.

As in all aspects of education, a need to step back

periodically and assess the efficacy of programs must be a
continual process.

So far, most of what has been written about

the collaborative teaching model has mostly been positive.

In

order to demonstrate its effectiveness to parents, administrators,
and teachers, valid research is needed for support.

Gerber (1991)

reaffirms this belief when he states that
... even after a successful debut, it remains to be seen
whether these approaches can last.

Their chances for

longevity can be focused on two questions:

Do they work?

Does the school organization support them?

Supporters of

collaborative approaches should be prepared to respond to
the first question with documentation and objective,

l
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measurable data on program effectiveness ( p. 51).
In response, the researcher would like to see a replication
of this study using a larger population with matched groups.

The

study should be done in conjunction with some measure of academic
achievement, such as scores on the Virginia Literacy Passport.
There is ongoing research being conducted in the county where the
study was conducted, of which the researcher anticipates
participation.
The researcher feels strongly that labeling and segregation
can be damaging to a child's self-esteem, which has the power to
negate the effects of remediation.

Collaborative teaching is a

logical solution to amend this dilemma.

This is not to say that

there are not situations where separate classes are appropriate
for students with special needs.
Although there is nothing inherently unethical about
resource programs, they can be used in such a manner.

That

is, they can be employed as "dumping grounds" because of the
unwillingness of general educators [and administrators] to
meet the individual needs of all students in that system.
They can also be used as a mechanism to unnecessarily label
students as handicapped only to meet current administrative
practices.

Such practices, when they serve no other
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purpose, are a weakness and a misuse of the educational
process (Weiderholt, et. al., p. 25).
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A SOCIAL CLIMATE SCALE

1. Students put a lot of energy

ClASSIROOM
a:nuanonMa:n, SCA[E
POhM n
co

LO

Edison J. Trickett & Rudolf H. Moos

into what they do here.
2. Students in this class get to
know each other really well.
3. This teacher spends very little
time just talking with students.

.....
'O

s::

Q)

P..
P..
,<

21.
22.

4. Almost all class time is spent

5.

on the lesson for the day.

Students don't feel pressured
to compete here.

6. This is a well-organized class.
7. There is a clear set of rules for
students to follow.

8. There are very few rules to

23.
24.

tried out here.

made in this class.
The teacher is more Ii ke a
friend than an authority.
We often spend more time
discussing outside student
activities than class-related
material.
Some students always try to
see who can answer questions
first.
Students fool around a lot in
this class.

25. The teacher explains what will
happen if a student breaks a
rule.

follow.

9. New ideas are always being
,<

20. A lot of friendships have been

26. The teacher is not very strict.

27.

New and different ways of
teaching are not tried very
often in this class.

Instructions

10. Students daydream a lot in

There are 90 statements in this booklet. They are statements
about high school and junior high school classrooms. You are
to decide which of these statements are true of your classroom
and which are false.

11. Students in this class aren't

very interested in getting to
know other students.

28.

12. The teacher takes a personal

29.

Make all your marks on the separate answer sheet. If you think
a statement is Trueor mostly True of your program, make an X
in the box labeled T (true}. If you think the statement is False or
mostly False, make an X in the box labeled F (false).

interest in students.

13. Students are expected to

stick to classwork in this class.

30. The teacher goes out of his

best grade.

31.

Do not make any marks on this booklel

this class.

14. Students try hard to get the
15. Students are almost always
quiet in this class.

16.
17.

(9

Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
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Rules in this class seem to
change a lot.

If a student breaks a rule in
this class, he's sure to get in
trouble.

way to help students.

Getting a certain amount of
classwork done is very important in this class.

with each other here.

33. This class is often in an uproar.

34. The teacher explains what the
35.

19. Students are often "clock-

36.

wJrching" in rhis clJss.

It's easy to get a group
together for a project.

32. Students don't compete with

18. What students do in class is
very different on different
days.

Most students in this class
really pay attention to what
the teacher is saying.

rules are.

Students can get in trouble
with the teacher for talking
when they're not supposed to.
The teacher likes srudenrs to
rry unusual projects.

-
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Appendix B

Please mar k an "X" where appropriate.

CLASSRO OM SETTING:
_resource

___ collaborative

GRADE LEVEL
_sixth

---seventh

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN CLASS
_LD

NOT E:

___nondisabled

TEACHERS OF COLLABORATIVE CLASSES -- PLEASE MARK AN X
IN THE CIRCLE ON THE BACK OF THE ANSWER SHEET FOR ALL
LD STUDENTS.
This is imperative for subgrouping your class!
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Appendix C

Mary Ann O'Neill

----------------------------------

Dire ctor of Rese
arc h and Planning
Septemb er 30, 1993
I reque st ing your pe
rmission to conduct a brief survey using 6th
grade students at
Middle Sc hool. The subjects for
� he study w ill b e limited to students who receive English
instruc tion in c ollab
I have
orative and resource c lasses.
ncl sed a c
for the
d
ubmitte
s
opy
?
have
I
ch
of
i
wh
my proposal
:
hes is requirement at Longwood College.

■•••••••

A sh ortened version
of the survey was c hosen in order to be as
l e ast i· ntru s ive as
teac her a maximum
possible and should take the
•
of 15 mi· nutes to
administer.'
If you should find a problem with
the survey instrume
nt, I am more than willing to work with you in
order for it to meet
your guidelines.
I an � ic �pate comple
tion of the project in Dec ember, and will share
my findings if they
are of interest to you.
Sin cerely yours,

Mary Ann O'Neill
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Appendix D
Mary Ann O'Neill

-------- ----- -------------------------- -------------------------Principal

October 28,

1993

Dear
As part of the curriculum requirement for obtaining a Masters
The
Degree at Longwood College, I am required to submit a thesis.
problem which I have chosen to investigate questions whether LD
middle school students who are instructed in a collaborative
(co-teaching) setting have a more positive perception of their
classroom environment than students who are instructed in a
resource program.
In order to c onduct my research I need a 6th grade middle school
LD population that participates in both collaborative and pull-out
LD programs for English.
It is my understanding that
conducts both pr�grams, therefore I am requesting your
.
permiss
ion to conduct a brief student survey titled the "Classroom
Environment Scale".
The survey will require a 5 minute explanation by each classroom
teacher in a given class.
Student time for completion
approximates 10 minutes, which may be done in a student's spare
t�me over the period of one week.
No confidential information
will be requ ired of the student.
Teachers will return tests to me
in unmarked envelopes.
Total anonymity is guaranteed, including
the name of the school and the county.
�ttached is a copy of my proposal which provides additional
info�mation, as well as a copy of the survey instrument.
I
received approval for the study from the county by
(Planning and Evaluation).
You may contact me at
during
the day if you have any questions.
Due to stringent time
constraints a prompt reply would be appreciated.
Sincerely yours,
Mary Ann O'Neill
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Appendix E

Mary Ann O'Neill

-------------------------------------------------

November 3,

--

----

1993

Dear Teachers:
I realize your classroom time is very valuable, but I need about
15 minutes of your time in order to administer a survey to your
students.
The survey is a component of my thesis which I am
writing for completion of a Masters Degree in Learning
Disabilities.
The thesis will compare student's perceptions of
the classroom environment in collaborative (or coteaching) and
resource settings.
All you are required to do is read the brief directions on the
front side of the survey, and ask the students to mark the
appropriate space on the answer sheet.
The shortened version of
the survey is being used, so have students respond to the first 36
statements.
You may clarify word meanings if it is requested by
the student.
(Teachers in the collaborative classes need to mark
an "X" on the back of the answer sheet for all students who are
identified as LD). Return the surveys to the envelope and give to
by Friday November 5, 1993, if possible.
I will be sharing my results with
and will provide you
with the same, if you have an interest in the subject area.
Sincerely yours,

Mary Ann O'Neill

